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Sngineer ing F ie ld  Act iv i ty ,  West
At- tn  Mr.  Richard PoweI I  [ ] -8321
900 Commodore Drive
San  Bruno ,  Ca l i f o rn ia  94056-5005

Dear Mr. Powel-l- :

DRAFT ENGINEERING EVAIJUATION/COST AI{ALYSIS SITE IR-L/2L
IIIDUSTRIAI, I,AIiIDFTLL GROI'NDWATER PLIIME HI'TiTTERS POINT ATiINEX

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (Department) has
reviewed the above report and is forwarding comments l isted
below. We encourage the Navy in making, sure t,hat the removal
act ion repor ts  conta in c lar i ty  in  scope,  goa1,  ob ject ive and
content. Comments from the Regional Water Quality Control Board
a re  enc losed .

GENERAI.. COMMEMTS

1. According to this report the Navy wri l  undertake addit ional
f ie ld  work pr ior  to  f ina l iz ing the EE/CA and conduct ing the
removal  act ion.  In  the last  sect ion of  the Execut ive
Summary, the Nawy states trconcl-usions and recommendations
presented in  th is  EE/CA shoul -d be rev ised af ter  these
object ives are met ' r .  I t  is  not  c lear  why rev iew and comment
on the scope and the alternatives of the EE,/CA when the
repor t  is  subject  to  substant ia l  rev is ion.

2.  The goals  and object ives of  th is  removal  act ion need to be
art iculated and sustain t.hroughout the report. The report
lacks c lar i ty  in  def in ing the scope,  de l ineat ing the area of
concern and se lect ing removal  act ion target  1eveIs.

3.  To be consis tent  wi th  the overa l l  c leanup scheme,  the Navy
needs to  expla in  how th is  removal  act , ion wi l l  f  i t  j -n to ' the
Parce1 E overal l  remediation. As we have requested, the
Nawy is  in  the process of  evaluat ing feas ib i l i ty  o f  severa l
remedia l  technologies at  Parcel  E.
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4. The Department believes that information regarding the
wetlands at Parcel E must be included in the EE/Ca. The
BRAC Cleanup Plan of 1995 provides maps that identify
wet lands at  Hunters Point .  Wet l -and contaminat ion,
protect ion and restorat ion need to be inc l -uded in  th is
EE/CA. ARARs related t.o the wetlands must be identif ied as
w e I 1 .

5.  This  repor t  shoul -d d iscuss the TPH contaminat  j -on and i ts
cleanup. The Navy needs to state how TPH contaminated
groundwater  wi l l  be addressed.  I t  is  not  suf f ic ient  to
group the TPH as "general contaminants" and postpone the
c leanup for  fu ture.

6. As proposed by the Navy, the extracted contaminated
groundwater wil l  be discharged into POTW via the sewer
system. However ,  the Navy has not  d iscussed the poss ib i l i ty
of leakage from known cracks in the system. Any attempt
to discharge treated or untreated contaminated groundwater
into the sewer system must address the possibi l i ty of cross
contaminat ion.  In  a iCdi t ion,  assurances must  be prov ided
that the POTW wil l  accept, both the volume and nature of
groundwater  contaminat ion.  Radioact ive waste has been
detected in  the groundwater ,  however ,  i t  is  not  carr ied
through the cr i ter ia .  I t  is  not  c lear  i f  the POTW is
permi t ted to  accept  rad ioact ive waste,

SPECTFIC COMMENTS:

7 .  Sec t i on  a .L ,  p lease  exp la in  why  samp les  co l l ec ted  and
validated so far are not considered complete and t,he Navy is
contemplat ing of  tak ing addi t ional  samples.  Addi t ional ly ,
please explain how oft.en chemicals are to be observed before
they are considered ' rconsisLent ly"  detected.  P lease expla in
which wel - l -s  wi l l  have to  be fur ther  sampled.

8 .  S e c t , i o n  2 . 4 . 3 ,  i t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  t o  s t a t e  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s
of  the B aqui fer .  To be consis tent  wi th  the object ive,  r 'Lo
reduce the r isk  to  the envi ronment" ,  the B aqui fer  shoul -d be
evaluated and if  found to be adversely impacting the Bay, i t
w i l l  need to be addressed in  th is  EE/CA

9 .  Sec t i on  2 .7 .2 .1 - ,  concen t ra t j - ons  p rov ided  mus t  be  examined
for accuracy. The OU1 Phase IIA data indicate concentration
that are higher that shown in Tabl-e 1.
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t_0 . Sec t i on  2 .8 .2 ,  i t  seems  tha t  t he  Navy  has  adop ted  se lec t j - ve
and arbitrary cri teria to und,ertake the removal action.
These crit ,eria have l imited the scope of the removal action
Lo a confined area while threat to the Bay and t.he wetJands
are not ful1y evaluated. Further, since the Navy has not
conducted a feas ib i l i ty  s tudy,  i t  is  premature to  s tate the
I 'addressing the groundwater at HPA that exceeds bay and
es tua ry  p lan  ob jec t i ves  i s  no t  economica l l y  f eas ib le " .

l - 1 .  Sec t i on  3 .1 ,  i t  i s  no t  c lea r  how ino rgan ic  con tamina t i on  i s
decided to  r tnoL to  be consi -dered ' r  in  th is  removal -  act ion.
The l-andfi l l  has heen used by the Navy as a hazardous waste
disposal  s j - te  for  many years.  I t  is  thus considered a
source of ,  among others, metal contamj-nation. Excluding the
inorganic from the removal action implies that the Navy
plans t.o segregate the organic and inorganic contamination
in the g'roundwater -

t 2 .  S e c t i o n  3 . 2 .  i t  i s  n o L  c l e a r  i f  t h e  o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h i s
removal  act ion is  to  ' rmi t igate the spread of  contaminants"
or as i t  is stated in the Executive Summary to "reduce the
r isk to  the envj - ronment t r .  These two object ives requi re
di f ferent  analys is  and cr i ter ia .  Fur ther ,  t ,he Navy needs to
expla in how l imi t ing the removal  act ion to  a speci f ic  area
by apply ing se lect ive cr i ter ia  wi l l  achieve the object ive of
th is  removal -  act ion.

1-3.  Tables 3 and 4,  to  under take the removal  act ion,  iL  is
impor tant  to  ar t icu late the reason(s)  behind drawing a l j -ne
of  L80 feet  f rom the Bay.  I t  is  not  c lear  how the object ive
of this removal- act. ion is met by only considering area
wi th in  180 feet  f rom the Bay.

Shou1d you have any questions regarding this letter, please
c a l l  m e  a L  ( 5 1 0 )  5 4 0 - 3 8 2 1 , .

e1y ,

4* h{
hari

Pro j  ect
O f f i c e

Manager
o f  M i l i t a ry  fac i l i t i es

Enclosure

cc:  P lease See Next  Page
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